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This report contains the summative evaluation of the 
Collaborative for Excellence in Teacher Preparation (CETP) . The evaluation 
emphasizes program impacts in keeping with the Government Performance and 
Results Act (GPRA) requirements which drive evaluation and monitoring systems 
at the National Science Foundation (NSF) and other federal agencies. The 
summative evaluation includes the first five NSF CETP-funded collaboratives-- 
the Louisiana Collaborative for Excellence in the Preparation of Teachers 
(LaCEPT) , the Maryland Collaborative for Teacher Preparation (MCTP) , the 
Systemic Teacher Excellence Preparation (STEP) project in Montana; Colorado's 
Rocky Mountain Teacher Education Collaborative (RMTEC) , and Philadelphia's 
Collaborative for Excellence in Teacher Preparation (Temple) . The rationale 
for including the most mature projects was that they were the most likely to 
have developed and implemented reformed courses, taken steps toward 
institutionalization, and graduated teachers. These five CETP projects 
involved 47 institutions of higher education. The report is divided into two 
sections, one each for qualitative and quantitative findings. Subsections of 
the quantitative findings include: (1) "Implementation of Reform"; (2) 

"Outcomes for Students"; (3) "Faculty Involvement and Collaboration"; (4) 
"Impact on the Learning Infrastructure and Institutionalization of Reform"; 
and (5) "Dissemination and Model Generation." (MM) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Background and Overview of the Collaborates for Excellence in Teacher 
Preparation Program 

Improving the quality of K-12 education, a goal in the United States for decades, came into 
its own in the early 1980s with publication of A Nation at Risk, issued by the National 
Commission on Excellence in Education. 1 By the mid-1990s, reform of teacher preparation was 
seen as an essential strategy for reforming K-12 education. Reports such as What Matters 
Most: Teaching for America’s Future, 2 served as an impetus for faculty from schools of 
education and from schools of arts and sciences to work together to develop and implement 
teacher preparation reforms. 

To foster collaborations among education and mathematics and science faculty to create 
more effective teacher preparation programs, NSF put into place a program called 
“Collaboratives for Excellence in Teacher Preparation” (CETP). In 1993, NSF began funding 
American colleges and universities under the CETP program. The purpose of the CETP 
program is “to improve significantly the science, mathematics, and technology preparation of 
future K-12 teachers and their effectiveness as educators in these areas.” A principal objective 
of the CETP program is “to engage fully the departments of science, mathematics, engineering, 
technology, and education and their faculties in the preparation of teachers.” 3 The CETP 
program supports large-scale systemic projects designed to significantly change teacher 
preparation programs on a state or regional basis and to serve as national comprehensive 
models of excellence in the preparation of K-12 teachers. Between 1993 and 2000, a total of 17 
collaboratives were funded for up to $1 million per year for 5 years. In addition, some of the 
projects that received the earliest awards received $600,000 supplements for evaluation studies 
to determine the impact of the program on their graduates. 

Evaluation Design 

Because the CETP program had been operational for some time, a summative evaluation 
design was employed that emphasized program impacts. This emphasis on impact is in 
keeping with the requirements of GPRA, which are driving evaluation and monitoring systems at 
NSF and other federal agencies. The summative evaluation includes the first five NSF CETP- 
funded collaboratives (Cohorts 1 and 2): (1) the Louisiana Collaborative for Excellence in the 
Preparation of Teachers (LaCEPT), (2) the Maryland Collaborative for Teacher Preparation 

1 National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The imperative for educational reform. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

2 National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future. (1996). What matters most: Teaching for America’s future. 
New York: Author. 
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